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BYRSOCRYPTA HALIDAY, 1838 (INSECTA, HEMIPTERA, 
APHIDIDAE): SUPPRESSED UNDER THE PLENARY POWERS 

RULING.—(I) Under the plenary powers the generic name Byrsocrypta 
Haliday, 1838, is hereby suppressed for the purposes of the Law of Priority but 
not for those of the Law of Homonymy. 

(2) The following generic names are hereby placed on the Official List of 
Generic Names in Zoology: 

(a) Pemphigus Hartig, 1839 (gender: masculine), type-species, by designation 

by Fitch, 1855, Aphis bursaria Linnaeus, 1758, with the Name Number 
1999; 

(b) Tetraneura Hartig, 1841 (gender: feminine), type-species by subsequent 

monotypy, Aphis ulmi Linnaeus, 1758, with the Name Number 2000. 

(3) The following specific names are hereby placed on the Official List of 
Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers specified: 

(a) bursaria Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Aphis bursaria 

(type-species of Pemphigus Hartig, 1839) (Name No. 2527); 

(b) ulmi Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Aphis ulmi (type- 

species of Tetraneura Hartig, 1841) (Name No. 2528). 

(4) The following generic names are hereby placed on the Official Index of 
Rejected and Invalid Names in Zoology with the Name Numbers specified: 

(a) Byrsocrypta Haliday, 1838 (as suppressed under the plenary powers in 

(1) above) (Name No. 2047); 

(b) Brysocrypta Westwood, 1840 (an incorrect spelling for Byrsocrypta 

Haliday, 1838) (Name No. 2048). 

(5) The following family-group name is hereby placed on the Official List 
of Family-Group Names in Zoology with the Name Number specified: 

pemphigini (emendation of pemphigiden Koch, 1837) (type-genus Pemphigus 
Hartig, 1839) (Name No. 476). 


HISTORY OF THE CASE (Z.N.(S.) 431) 

The present case was first submitted to the office of the Commission by Dr. 
F. C. Hottes in July 1949. After considerable discussion and amendment 
the application was rewritten with the help of Dr. V. F. Eastop and resubmitted 
in April 1962. It was sent to the printer on 21 May 1962 and published on 26 
April 1962 in Bull. zool. Nomencl. 20 : 201-203. Public Notice of the possible 
use of the plenary powers in the present case was given in the same part of the 
Bulletin as well as to the other prescribed serial publications (Constitution 
Art. 12b; Bull. zool. Nomencl. 21 : 184) and to seven entomological serials. 
The application was supported by Dr. Hille Ris Lambers and Dr. Miriam 
A. Palmer. 


Bull. zool. Nomencl ., Vol. 31, Pari 3. September 1974. 
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DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 1 December 1964 the Members of the Commission were invited to vote 
under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper (64)26 either for or against the 
proposals set out in Bull zool. Nomencl 20 : 203. At the close of the pre¬ 
scribed voting period on 1 March 1965 the state of voting was as follows: 

Affirmative votes—twenty-three (23), received in the following order: 
China, Boschma, Mayr, Simpson, Bonnet, do Amaral, Lemche, Riley, Uchida, 
Miller, Jaczewski, Obruchev, Vokes, Tortonese, Evans, Holthuis, Ride, Brinck, 
Binder, Kraus, Mertens, Forest, Alvarado. 

Negative votes—none (0). 

Voting papers not returned—two (2): Hubbs, Munroe. 

Doctors Borchsenius and Stoll returned late affirmative votes. 

Dr. C. W. Sabrosky did not vote but returned his voting paper with the 
following statement requesting re-consideration of the case. 

Dr. C. W. Sabrosky (194.1965): “I believe that this case needs reconsider¬ 
ation. In my opinion, Pemphigus is not threatened. I am informed that while 
Tetraneura has been used more than Byrsocrypta , there has been some use of the 
latter, and suspension may or may not be justified for that alone. One 
essential point is the determination of the species eligible for selection as type 
of Byrsocrypta. Proper interpretation of Haliday’s paper is critical here. 
Haliday’s article, to quote the full title, deals with “New British Insects indicated 
in Mr. Curtis’s Guide”, and is a continuation of pp. 112-121 in the October 
1838 issue of the same journal. A short introductory paragraph (p. 112) states 
that the references are to the genera and species as numbered in the second 
edition of that Guide (Curtis’s well known “A Guide to an Arrangement of 
British Insects”, second edition, London, 1837), and where the Appendix is 
referred to, the number of the Column is given (the work consists of two num¬ 
bered columns per unnumbered page). The Guide, merely a list of names in 
taxonomic order, consists of intermingled manuscript names and names already 
published, with authors stated. Haliday’s article furnishes descriptions for 
many of the manuscript names. One must therefore go back to Curtis’s Guide 
for understanding the often brief references in Haliday. 

“The statement quoted by Hottes and Eastop appears on p. 190 as the 
closing part of an “Obs. [ervation]” (i.e., a note) under “ Eriosoma pallida 
C.App. 279”. In Curtis’s Guide, Appendix (called “Addenda” in the list 
itself), column 279, appears the following: 

1046 a ADELGES 

1. Laricis 

2. Ulmigallarum Schr. 

3. pallidus 

“In Curtis’s format, 1046 a signified a subdivision of genus 1046, which was 
Eriosoma in column 218 of the main body of the work. The first species, 
laricis , is stated by Haliday (1838: 190) to be laricis Vallot; it does not concern 
the present problem. The second species, ulmigallarum , is clearly credited to 
Schrank, though Schrank wrote it gallarum ulmi and credited it to De Geer. 
The third species was described and made available by Haliday (1838: 189) as 
Eriosoma pallida. Haliday’s article clearly listed two nominal species, pallida 
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Haliday and ulmigallarum Schrank, as species inhabiting “closed follicles” and 
therefore associated with his new genus Byrsocrypta. It follows that these two 
species are the originally included nominal species eligible for type selection. 
This was recognized by Fitch (1855) in the footnote partially cited by Hottes 
and Eastop: ‘Mr. Haliday first proposed the genus Byrsocrypta ... placing 
under this genus the Aphis Ulmi of Geoffroy, and a new species which he names 
pallida .’ 

“It is clear that Byrsocrypta does not include Aphis bursaria Linnaeus, and 
thus does not threaten Pemphigus. The main purpose of the application is thus 
unnecessary. 

“It is not so clear which other generic name is threatened by Byrsocrypta. 
Strictly speaking, Fitch does not mention the originally included nominal 
species ulmigallarum Schrank (which is actually gallarum ulmi De Geer), though 
it is clear what species he is discussing, and it is clear through the accepted 
synonymies of the works in question that Schrank referred to De Geer, who 
referred to Aphis ulmi Geoffroy, which is Aphis ulmi Linnaeus. 

“If Fitch is construed not to have designated the type of Byrsocrypta then 
Byrsocrypta and Tetraneura have the same type-species, as Fitch recognized 
(“Consequently the name Byrsocrypta must be retained for the genus which has 
Ulmi for its type, namely the Tetraneura of Hartig”). 

“If Fitch is construed not to have fixed the type, then the oldest type desig¬ 
nation for Byrsocrypta appears to be that of Tullgren (1909), who designated 
Eriosoma pallida Haliday. Byrsocrypta would then be the senior synonym of 
the relatively recent name Kaltenbachiella Schouteden (1906). It may be noted 
that Tullgren adopted the name Byrsocrypta , applying it as a subgenus of 
Tetraneura. 

“I note in passing that the reference given for Fitch (1855) is incorrect. The 
page 7 footnote refers to a separate edition of this First New York Report by 
Fitch, the separate being published in 1856. In the Transactions, vol. 14, his 
Report occupies pp. 705-880. I believe the page of the footnote to be 711, 
but I do not have the original work readily available to check this”. 

Dr. Eastop replied: “I should have thought that Sabrosky’s comments 
strengthened the grounds for the suppression of Byrsocrypta . There has never 
been any doubt about the application of the generic names Pemphigus , Tetra¬ 
neura, Colopha, and Kaltenbachiella. Byrsocrypta has been used for the first 
of these and Sabrosky has suggested that it might be the correct name for 
Kaltenbachiella. While this may well be true, it seems more desirable to me to 
suppress Byrsocrypta and to retain the names which have been used consistently”. 

The following note is from the Secretary, Mr. R. V. Melville: “It appears that 
Dr. Sabrosky’s comment provides additional information and that his con¬ 
clusion—that Pemphigus is not threatened by Byrsocrypta —is indeed the correct 
one. Nevertheless, Dr. Eastop shows that Byrsocrypta has been used with 
various meanings and that its continued validity would constitute a threat to 
the stability of nomenclature. Since the decision of the Commission has 
confirmed the stability of Pemphigus, and since Dr. Sabrosky’s scholarly 
contribution does not affect the principles and objectives of the application, 
it has been decided not to re-open the case”. 
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Original References 

The following are the original references for names placed on the Official 
List and Index by the Ruling given in the present Opinion: 

Pemphigus Hartig, 1839, Jahresber. Fortschr. Forstwiss.-Naturk im Jahre 
1836 u. 1837 1 (4) : 645 

Brysocrypta Westwood, 1840 (an incorrect spelling for Byrsocrypta Haliday, 
1838), lntrod. mod. Classif. Ins. London Synopsis: 118 
Byrsocrypta Haliday, 1838, Ann. nat. Hist. 2 (9): 190 
bursaria , Aphis, Linnaeus, 1758, Syst. Nat. (ed. 10) 1 : 453 
pemphigini (emendation of pemphigiden) Koch, 1857, Die Pflanzenlause 
Aphiden. Niirnberg: viii 

ulmi, Aphis , Linnaeus, 1758, Syst. Nat. (ed. 10) 1 : 451 
Tetraneura Hartig, 1841, Z. Ent. (Germar) 3 : 366 

CERTIFICATE 

I certify that the votes cast on Voting Paper (64)26 were cast as set out above, 
that the proposal contained in that Voting Paper has been duly adopted under 
the plenary powers, and that the decision so taken, being the decision of the 
International Commission, is truly recorded in the present Opinion No. 1019. 

R. V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
8 March 1974 


